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Abstract: 

Aim of the study: 

This systemic review and meta-analysis aimed to analyze post-operative morbidity after liver 

resection, and also study various factors associated with mortality via metaregression 

analysis. 

Material and Methods: 

PubMed, Cochrane Library, Embase, google scholar, web of science with keywords like 

‘liver resection”; ”mortality”;” hepatectomy”. Weighted percentage post-operative 

morbidities were analyzed. Meta-analysis and meta-regression were done by the 

DerSimonian-Liard random effect model. Heterogeneity was assessed using the Higgins I2 

test. Publication bias was assessed using a funnel plot. Funnel plot asymmetry was evaluated 

by Egger’s test. Morbidity was defined as any postoperative morbidity mentioned. 

Results: 

A total of 46 studies was included in the final analysis. Total 45771 patients underwent liver 

resections. 16111 patients experienced complications during the postoperative period. 

Weighted post-operative morbidity was 30.2% ( 95 % C.I. 24.8-35.7%). Heterogeneity was 

high with I2 99.46% and p-value <0.01. On univariate analysis, major liver resections were 

significantly associated with heterogeneity. (p=0.024). However, residual heterogeneity was 

still high with I2 98.62%, p<0.001. So, multifactor metaregression analysis major 

hepatectomy (p<0.001), Open hepatectomy (p=0.001), cirrhotic liver (p=0.002), age 

(p<0.001), blood loss (p<0.001), and colorectal metastasis (p<0.001) independently 

associated with postoperative morbidity. Residual heterogeneity was moderate I2= 39.9% 

and nonsignificant p=0.189. 

Conclusion: 
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Liver resection is associated with high postoperative morbidity and various factors like major 

hepatectomy, Open hepatectomy, cirrhotic liver, blood loss, and colorectal metastasis were 

associated with morbidity and responsible for heterogeneity across the studies. 

Background: 

Liver resection is now established curative treatment for various malignant and benign liver 

pathology. Currently, Hepatocellular carcinoma and colorectal liver metastasis are the most 

common indications for liver surgery as well as primary and secondary liver malignancies. 

[1,2].  

Perioperative care and surgical techniques for liver resections have improved significantly in 

the past few years, resulting in improved perioperative outcomes. Despite improved 

outcomes liver resection is still associated with very high morbidity and mortality. Also, there 

is a lack of uniformity in reporting the outcomes across various centers. [3,4,5]. Indications 

also vary with Europe having a predominance of colorectal cancer metastasis as indications 

whereas in Asia hepatocellular carcinoma is the most common indication for liver resection. 

[6]. 

This systemic review and meta-analysis aimed to analyze any post-operative morbidity after 

liver resection, and study various factors associated with mortality via univariate and 

multivariate metaregression. 

Material and Methods: 

The study was conducted according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 

and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement (2020) and MOOSE guidelines. [7,8]. We 

registered our protocol in the PROSPERO database [246263]. We conducted a literature 

search as described by Gossen et al. [9]. PubMed, Cochrane Library, Embase, google scholar, 

web of science with keywords like ‘liver resection”; ”morbidity”;” hepatectomy”. Two 

independent authors extracted the data (B.V and H.P). We evaluated the last studies 
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published in the last 5 years to see recent trends in 90 days mortality. In case of 

disagreements, decisions are reached on basis of discussions. 

Definitions: 

We defined morbidity as any postoperative complications according to Clavien-Dindo 

classifications grade 1-5. [10] 

Statistical Analysis: 

The meta-analysis was done using Review Manager 5.4 and the JASP Team (2020). JASP 

(Version 0.14.1)(University of Amsterdam). Weighted percentage morbidities with 95% 

confidence intervals were used. Univariate metaregression was done by DerSimonian-Laird 

methods. Major hepatectomy, Age, open surgery, cirrhotic livers, blood loss, hepatectomy for 

hepatocellular carcinoma, hepatectomy for colorectal liver metastasis were taken as 

covariates in metaregression analysis to study their association heterogeneity of the meta-

analysis. Factors with a p-value less than 0.05 were entered in the multivariate 

metaregression model and then we decided to check for residual heterogeneity, if residual 

heterogeneity is still significant, we decided to enter all co-variants in the multivariate model 

to look for mixed effects. Heterogeneity was assessed using the Higgins I2 test, with values of 

25%, 50%, and 75% indicating low, moderate, and high degrees of heterogeneity, 

respectively, and assessed p-value for the significance of heterogeneity and tau2 and H2 

value [11]. The random-effects model was used in meta-analysis. The random-effects model 

was used in meta-analysis. 

Assessment of Bias: 

Cohort studies were assessed for bias using the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale to assess for the risk 

of bias [12,13] Publication bias was assessed using a funnel plot. Funnel plot asymmetry was 

evaluated by Egger’s test. 

Inclusion and Exclusion criteria for studies: 
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Inclusion criteria: 

· Studies with full texts 

· Studies published in last 5 years. 

· Studies mentioning post-operative morbidity rates. 

· Studies which evaluated liver resections for different etiologies. 

· English language studies. 

 

Exclusion criteria: 

· Studies which were not fulfilling the above criteria. 

· Duplicate studies. 

· Studies which included analysis of liver resection for single etiology.  

 

Results: 

Data extraction, study characteristics, and quality assessment: 

‘PUBMED’, ‘SCOPUS’, and ‘EMBASE’ databases were searched using keywords and the 

search strategy described above. Initially, 4256 studies published in the last 5 years were 

screened from the above search strategy, and 26 additional records were screened from 

references of the above studies. After removing duplicates 3348 studies screened again. 3265 

studies excluded meeting the exclusion criteria. 83 full-text articles were evaluated. 37 full 

texts article removed as they did not mention post-operative morbidity rates.46 studies were 

included in the final qualitative and quantitative analysis. The risk of bias summary is 

mentioned in Figure 2. Study characteristics are mentioned in table 1. All except one study 

included are either retrospective studies or propensity score-matched analysis from 

retrospective data. In propensity score-matched analysis unmatched total data were analyzed 

for postoperative morbidity. Only one study was randomized control trial[ 51] in that also we 
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analyzed total complications in both the group and total population. So, effectively all the 

data were retrospective. 

Weighted post-operative morbidity: 

A total of 46 studies was included in the final analysis. [14-58]. Total 45771 patients 

underwent liver resections. 16111 patients experienced complications during the 

postoperative period. Weighted post-operative morbidity was 30.2% ( 95 % C.I. 24.8-35.7%). 

[Figure 3]. However, the heterogeneity of the analysis was high with I2 99.463%, tau2 0.034, 

and Q value of 8379.71, df 45. A p-value of heterogeneity was highly significant (p<0.001). 

Publication Bias: 

Figure 4 mentions the funnel plot for publication bias. Egger’s test showed nonsignificant 

publication bias with a p-value of 0.202. 

Metaregression analysis: 

We analyzed various covariates like major hepatectomy, Age of the patient, blood loss, open 

surgery, liver resections were done for hepatocellular carcinoma or colorectal liver metastasis 

and cirrhotic liver to check for their association with heterogeneity in the analysis and hence 

postoperative morbidity. On univariate analysis, only major hepatectomy was significantly 

associated with heterogeneity with a p-value of 0.024. However, residual heterogeneity was 

still highly significant with I2 is 98.5%, Q value 2988.013, df 41, Tau2 value of 0.015. So, 

we entered all the factors in the multiple meta-regression model. 

Multiple metaregression model: 

On multiple metaregression model major hepatectomy (p<0.001), open surgery(p=0.001), 

cirrhotic background (p=0.002), age (p<0.001), blood loss (p<0.001) and liver resection for 

colorectal liver metastasis (p <0.001) were significantly associated with residual 

heterogeneity and hence postoperative morbidity. [Table 2]. Heterogeneity was significantly 

reduced with residual heterogeneity was non-significant with I2 of 39.99%, Q value 3.33, df 
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2, with the nonsignificant p-value. (p=0.189). Forest plot of multiple metaregression is 

included. [Figure 5]. Publication bias was nonsignificant with p=0.299. [Figure 6]. 

Diagnostic plots after multiple meta-regression analyses are shown in Supplement Figure 1. 

 Discussion: 

Liver resection is a curative surgery for many benign and malignant disorders, with the most 

common indications are hepatocellular carcinoma and colorectal liver metastasis. Liver 

resection was historically associated with very high morbidity and mortality, which has now 

decreased significantly due to improved surgical and anaesthetic techniques and improved 

perioperative and critical care. Complications and hence morbidity rates though decreased but 

remain very high and range between 20-40%. [14-58]. There are also wide regional variations 

in indications of liver resections. In Asian countries, the most common indication is 

hepatocellular carcinoma [59] while in European countries most common indication is 

colorectal metastasis, which can also be the reason for variable mortality following liver 

resection. 

Our aim in conducting this systemic review and prevalence meta-analysis to study weighted 

post-operative morbidity rates after liver resections. We also aimed to look at the 

heterogeneity of the analysis and publication bias. We also did metaregression analysis for 

various factors affecting mortality like Major hepatectomy, blood loss, age, open resections, a 

cirrhotic background of the liver, and etiologies for resections like hepatocellular carcinoma 

and colorectal metastasis in a study published in the last 5 year to look for recent trends. 

As shown in figure 3, Weighted post-operative morbidity was 30.2% ( 95 % C.I. 24.8-

35.7%). However, the heterogeneity of the analysis was significantly high. On univariate 

metaregression, only major hepatectomy was significantly associated with heterogeneity and 

hence morbidity but residual heterogeneity was still significantly high. After multiple factor 

metaregression entering all above factors as covariates, residual heterogeneity was moderate 
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and not significant with p=0.189 and I2 39.99%. Elimination of residual heterogeneity after 

metaregression suggested that the above factors were mainly responsible for variable 

outcomes across the centers. 

On multiple factor metaregression major hepatectomy, age, open surgery, cirrhotic 

background, blood loss, and colorectal liver metastasis were associated with heterogeneity 

and morbidity. As shown in table 2 major hepatectomy, open surgery, and cirrhotic 

background were having positive metaregression coefficients and z value suggesting a 

positive relationship which means higher the number of major hepatectomies, open surgery 

and surgery on cirrhotic liver higher the chance of positive effect size and hence higher 

morbidities. Colorectal liver metastasis was having a negative metaregression coefficient and 

z value suggesting higher the number of liver resections for colorectal liver metastasis lower 

the effect size and hence morbidity. 

Blood loss and age were having negative metaregression coefficients and z value suggestive 

of negative correlation or inverse relationship between effect size or morbidity and them. 

This might be due to patients with older age or more blood loss have higher post-operative 

mortality even before complications happen. Their positive correlation with 90 days 

postoperative mortality has been reported by us in a similar meta-analysis with 

metaregression analysis under review for publication and available as preprint online. [60]. 

Limitations of the meta-analysis were a large number of studies had to be excluded due to 

lack of complication data [61]. Also, we could not take into account center volume and 

surgeon’s experience. Another limitation was only 10 studies mentioned all the moderators 

however, the number of studies was adequate to conduct metaregression analysis. 

However, to our knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis that evaluated weighted post-

operative morbidity rates and evaluated various factors responsible for heterogeneity and lack 
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of significant residual heterogeneity after metaregression proved their effects on variable 

morbidity rates across the centers.  

In conclusion, postoperative morbidity rates may vary according to centers based on various 

factors mentioned above. Major hepatectomy. In open surgery, the cirrhotic background may 

be associated with higher morbidities and liver resection colorectal liver metastasis may be 

associated with lower postoperative morbidity compared with other etiologies like 

hepatocellular carcinoma. 
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Figure Legends: 

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram. 

Figure 2. Risk of Bias Summary. 

Figure 3. Forest plot of post-operative morbidity. 

Figure 4. Publication bias for post-operative morbidity. 

Figure 5. Forest plot of multiple meta-regression. ( Observed outcomes fitted vs standardized 

outcomes calculated) 

Figure 6. Funnel plot for studies mentioning all the factors in multiple metaregression. 

 

Supplement Figure 1: Diagnostic plots after multiple metaregression. 
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STUDY 
YEA
R total 

MAJOR 
HEPATECTOMY 

ope
n 

cirrho
sis Age 

blood 
loss 

hepatocellu
lar  
carcinoma 

colorectal 
lm 

total 
morbidity 

al-saeedi 2020 209 209 209 83 60 1500 16 59 63 

al-saif 2019 111 48 89 52.6 14 1 40 

alam 2016 77 45 77 49 11 35 14 

amico 2016 84 38 84 6 
54.0

1 9 30 35 

atili 2019 10 10 8 0 60.3 3 0 11 
braunwart
h 2019 458 242 430 26 61 400 49 149 17 

chin 2020 472 56 472 168 62 682 309 163 21 
CHOPINE
T 2018 75 75 75 75 60 209 75 0 538 

CIESLAK 2016 163 163 163 103 63 211 12 0 43 

fujii 2019 103 103 103 63 67 2500 
 

237 

garnier 2018 111 111 111 37 66 9 66 21 

gelli 2018 1803 619 
180

3 226 61 
  

129 

Goh 2017 195 12 0 50 60 200 102 46 73 

Grey 2016 66 31 62 62 18 33 69 

gupta 2018 26 12 26 82 400 4 20 65 

halls 2017 2861 429 222 220 64 189 1630 10 

higashi 2015 144 138 144 65.1 91 12 95 

hobeika 2018 3150 80 0 774 62 350 1247 714 12 

lee 2020 72 72 
 

57 48 9 84 

lemke 2017 749 516 681 25 64 56 489 71 

Levisandri 2018 225 225 
 

62.4 400 77 106 496 

Lin 2019 281 232 55 300 
 

30 
longbottho
m 2019 283 283 283 124 62 36 237 27 
longbottho
m1 2019 49 49 49 20 78 

  
453 

Matteo 2017 340 48 340 65 300 82 196 353 

Ome 2017 142 0 79 47 68 600 
 

34 

Pietraz 2018 195 47 0 68.2 22 130 78 

ratti 2018 204 114 102 8 62 
  

71 

ruzzenente 2017 803 242 803 109 
65.5

4 176 279 496 
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saleema 2017 75 30 75 30 52 665 37 10 30 

urbani 2017 60 0 60 60 150 7 48 27 

vanmirelo 2016 956 466 956 320 64 600 61 657 453 

vigano 2020 2212 2212 
221

2 0 62 414 947 353 

worhunsky 2016 167 30 0 48 58 100 56 63 34 

Yip 2016 223 103 200 67 25 105 78 
Zadyfudiu
m 2020 3530 1263 

353
0 668 60 

  
503 

Xu 2017 2008 
      

292 

weinberg 2019 58 58 58 66 
  

27 

Uneo 2017 90 58 90 70 360 57 19 

UCHIDA 2017 95 95 53 70 132 71 12 17 

tran 2016 5227 5227 
522

7 60 
  

3131 

synder 2019 3912 3912 
391

2 58 1332 1795 1378 

shwaartz 2016 1005 1005 896 83 57 514 271 452 

ross 2016 
1193

4 4399 
 

59 1837 4618 5364 

leroux 2018 155 26 95 62 65 62 93 60 

hughes 2016 603 336 570 60.5 
  

207 

 

Table 1. Study characteristics. 
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Table 2: Multiple meta-regression of various factors. 
 
 
Coefficients  

 
95% Confidence Interval of 

estimate 

   Estimate  Standard 
Error  

Z 
value 

p  Lower  Upper  

intercept   2.672  0.509  5.252  < .001  1.675  3.670  
Major 
HEPATECTOMY   

0.002 
 

2.685e�-4 
 
6.023 

 
< .001 

 
0.001 

 
0.002 

 

open   
3.515e�-

4  1.097e�-4  3.203  0.001  1.364e�-4  5.665e�-4  
cirrhosis  

 
0.001 

 
4.013e�-4 

 
3.118 

 
0.002 

 
4.647e�-4 

 
0.002 

 
age  

 
-0.043 

 
0.009 

 
-

4.963  
< .001 

 
-0.060 

 
-0.026 

 

blood loss  
 
-1.909e�-

4  
4.486e�-5 

 
-

4.255  
< .001 

 
-2.788e�-4 

 
-1.030e�-4 

 
hepatocellular 
carcinoma   

-6.229e�-
5  

1.682e�-4 
 

-
0.370  

0.711 
 

-3.920e�-4 
 

2.674e�-4 
 

colorectal liver 
metastasis   

-0.001 
 

2.828e�-4 
 

-
4.334  

< .001 
 

-0.002 
 

-6.712e�-4 
 

Note.  Wald test.  
 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.06.21254984
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

